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ABSTRACT
CmyView is a research project that investigates how mobile technologies have the potential to facilitate 
new ways to share, experience and understand the connections that people have with places. The aim 
of the project is to theorise and develop a tool and a methodology that addresses the reception of archi-
tecture and the built environment using mobile digital technologies that harness ubiquitous everyday 
practices, such as photography and walking. While CmyView is primarily focused on evidencing the 
reception of places, this chapter argues that these activities can also make a contribution to the core 
pedagogy of architectural education, the design studio. This chapter presents findings of an initial pilot 
study with four students at an Australian university that demonstrates how CmyView offers a valuable 
contribution to the educational experience in the design studio.
INTRODUCTION
The design studio is a particular pedagogical space that is central to the education of architects and de-
signers. Within this mode of learning students undertake and practice solving design problems within 
the built environment, by drawing on, and synthesizing knowledge from, other disciplinary areas. The 
studio reflects the architectural discipline’s primary concern with the production of buildings and is 
consequently an intellectual space where the educational tensions between the academy, the profession 
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and practice are often played out. The studio is often used as an exemplar of the value of problem-based 
learning, and in particular, Schön’s theories of professional knowledge and reflective practice. However 
it is not without critique: it is seen to dominate in the architectural curriculum; its open format presents 
complex social dynamics and inconsistencies within assessment; its insularity and sense of disconnec-
tion from society’s views of the built environment, as well as students own experiential knowledge about 
the world in which they live. The role of collaboration and teamwork as essential skills for professional 
practice are increasingly being recognised. This chapter describes the application of research focused 
on finding new and innovative ways to assess, experience and collaborate on the concept of social value 
of architecture and the built environment to the pedagogy of the design studio. Essentially, the chapter 
considers how the reception of architecture can contribute to the learning outcomes of students under-
taking design studio, where the focus is on the production of architecture.
CmyView is a project that investigates how mobile technologies have the potential to facilitate new 
ways to share, experience and understand the connections that people have with places. This connection 
is described as social value in the field of heritage, sense of place in urban geography and place attach-
ment in environmental psychology and is one part of the reception of architecture. The project is in the 
initial pilot phase and its central aim is to theorise and develop a tool and methodology that addresses 
social value. Strategically, CmyView aims to harness ubiquitous everyday practices, such as photography 
and walking that are commonly facilitated by mobile digital technologies. A prototype mobile applica-
tion that is currently in development will be publicly launched in late 2016. For this chapter, a small 
study was carried out with architectural students at an Australian University, in order to investigate and 
focus upon the effects of sharing experiences of places, as a form of collaborative informal networked 
learning around social value. Students used the CmyView methodology to document their own walks, 
as well as to share in the experiences of other’s walks. They also completed two short surveys to discuss 
how these experiences could enhance their understanding and observations of the built environment.
The chapter positions the theoretical contribution that CmyView can make to architectural education 
by drawing upon the literature on the pedagogy of the design studio, teamwork in design, informal learn-
ing networks and visual culture, and then discusses these ideas in relation to the preliminary findings 
from the student study. In particular the chapter makes a contribution to the scholarship of teaching and 
learning by considering the crucial role of sharing in order to incorporate the reception of architecture 
and the built environment in the teaching of its production within the pedagogical framework of the 
design studio.
BACKGROUND
Architectural Education and the Profession of Architecture in Australia
To understand the centrality of the design studio, and its significance as space where educational and 
professional priorities play out, it is important to review its historical roots. The formalisation of ar-
chitectural education in Australia is intimately linked to the rise of architecture as a profession and this 
connection is still evident in the regulation of the title Architect - in Australia, graduates who have been 
awarded a degree in architecture may not use the title ‘Architect’ until they are fully registered with 
the Board of Architects, as decreed in the Architects Act 2003. Notably, registration involves a period 
of professional practice undertaken after graduation from university, supervised by a senior registered 
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architect, as well as further training and examination (NSW Board of Architects, 2014a, 2014b). Like 
other professional degrees, architectural education is not only subject to university regulations, but also 
to professional standards set by external organisations, making it a complex pedagogical space.
The first universities in Australia were established in the early 1850s but it took some years before 
architectural education was brought into the university system. In Australia, training for architects, as for 
most professionals, took place within institutes of technology such as the Sydney School of Arts and the 
Working Men’s College. Otswald and Williams (2008a) report that the first universities established in 
Australia were The University of Sydney in 1850 and The University of Melbourne in 1853. While they 
do not make an exhaustive account of all the technical institutes that offered education in architecture 
during the early years of university education in Australia, they specifically note that the Sydney School 
of Arts, which later became the Sydney Technical College, and the Working Men’s College, (which later 
became the Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology) were offering architecture courses around 1878. 
These technical institutions offered programs in architecture but their courses, unlike those of today, were 
not bound by a guiding set of principles or standards that determined the skills and attributes graduates 
should possess on graduation. In fact, it was not until 1896 that the first Australian qualification in ar-
chitecture - a diploma - was even awarded (Donaldson & Morris, 2001, p. 9). The first university level 
architectural qualification was not established until 1907 at The University of Melbourne.
The architectural profession was working on establishing its presence through state level associations 
during the same period that saw the formalisation of architectural education. The first of these, the Vic-
torian Architect’s Association, was formed in May 1851. The federation of the various state associations 
into the national body, that was known as the Royal Australian Institute of Architects, took place some 
years later in 1930. Today the national body has become the Australian Institute of Architects. The shift 
by architects towards collective professionalization and the formalising of education, was not unique to 
architecture. John Maxwell Freeland argues in The Making of a Profession that architects were motivated 
to develop educational frameworks and professional associations in order to gain social status. He notes 
that at this time design-engineers were accorded a higher socioeconomic status and therefore consid-
ered ‘professionals’ because they were educated within the framework of a ‘science of construction’. 
In contrast, architect-builders had a lower social status because they were trained on site and therefore 
more closely aligned with tradespeople. Freeland states that in these conditions:
Education and registration did come together intimately in the work of the [state] Institutes…in the 
1880’s when the final heave was being made to lift the practice of architecture from its old trades-builder 
connections to the purer realms of unsullied professionalism. (Freeland, 1971, p. 203)
The connection of social status with the framework of education and professionalization of architects 
provides the background for the contemporary design studio program. Typically, in Australia, a mix of 
academics and practicing architects teach the design studio; a situation observed in at least four universi-
ties in Australia: The University of Sydney, University of New South Wales, University of Technology, 
Sydney and Deakin University.1 The integration of practicing architects with academics in architectural 
studio education emulates the historical precedent of ‘on-site’ training or indeed, a form of apprentice-
ship. The tension between architecture as an academic pursuit and as a practical skill has influenced the 
way programs are delivered. These range from the more typical full-time study architectural degrees 
through to cooperative education programs that take place between universities and architectural prac-
titioners. The first degree at The University of Melbourne (Ostwald & Williams, 2008a, p. 14) operated 
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under the cooperative mode, as did the Bachelor of Architecture offered in the 1990s at the University 
of Technology, Sydney.
Whilst most universities have given up this dual mode of delivery, perhaps due to the increasing 
pressures of mass education and research output, it is still in place today within the graduate process of 
registration. To become registered architects, and be eligible to sit the registration exam, students must 
complete the required professional practice activities. While design competencies are considered in the 
AACA’s ‘National Competency Standards in Architecture’, the registration process is focused on the 
legal implications of the practice of architecture, such as preparation of architectural drawings, coordi-
nation of documentation, establishing the building site conditions and assessing the regulatory context, 
preparing evaluations and feasibility studies, co-ordinating specialists and administering the building 
contract (Architects Accreditation Council Of Australia (AACA), 2000a, 2000b). However, design, a 
highly contested and subjective area of architectural practice, remains contained within the educational 
setting of the design studio.
The Design Studio as a Central Educational Experience
The Design Studio is a core pedagogy within architectural education. In their 2008 review of architectural 
education in Australia, Michael J Ostwald and Anthony Williams observe that almost half of the cur-
riculum at a typical school of architecture in Australia is devoted to the subject of design. However, they 
note that this emphasis on design is not in line with the needs of the profession which places a greater 
emphasis on construction and management skills in professional practice (Ostwald & Williams, 2008a, 
p. 18). Nonetheless, with half the curriculum of many architecture courses devoted to design studio, both 
staff and students tend to see design as the central skill of architecture, adding to the multiple roles this 
pedagogy plays in education, practice and the profession.
The Design Studio curriculum is founded on a problem-based approach to learning, a unique modal-
ity first introduced within architectural education (Webster, 2004). The precursor of the design studio, 
the atelier, emerged from the Académie des Beaux-Arts and then the École des Beaux-Arts in France 
during the 17th, 18th and 19th centuries (Ostwald & Williams, 2008b, p. 12). In the atelier, groups of 
students learned to design through practice by responding to competition briefs. Students emulated pro-
fessional practice by working in a space not unlike the artist’s studio, under the supervision of a ‘master 
architect’. During the day they developed their ideas, which were later critiqued by the master architect 
in the evening. While they may have worked on individual proposals, critique of these would have been 
collaborative. This form of discussion and critique continues to be embedded within the design studio, 
through the ‘design jury’ that is used to assess student’s design proposals and projects at the culmination 
of each studio program. The model is also central to the weekly studio setting in the form of the ‘desk 
crit’ where a tutor engages directly with a student via conversation and drawing to evaluate and offer 
feedback on their design proposal. The atelier differentiates itself as a distinct model of education, from 
the previous on site apprenticeship model of architectural education (Ostwald & Williams, 2008a), by 
distancing itself from the physical act of making buildings at 1:1 scale, and moving indoors into the 
educational setting of the university. Architecture in the studio is mediated through drawings and models 
and arguably, the shift away from on-site training, has disconnected architectural education from the 
everyday experience of architecture and the built environment.
Problem-based approaches to student learning have been widely theorised within the architectural 
profession, as well as within scholarship of teaching and learning. Most influential is educational psy-
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chologist Donald Schön’s 1983 seminal book The Reflective Practitioner: How Professionals Think in 
Action where he capitalises on the intertwined nature of the architectural profession and architectural 
education. In The Reflective Practitioner Schön proposes an epistemology of practice where he theorises 
on the intuitive forms of knowledge drawn upon by professionals as part of their work. To describe this 
form of knowledge, Schön coined the term ‘Reflection in Action’. He had based his investigations on the 
activities of professionals such as architects, psychotherapists, engineers, planners, and managers (Schön, 
1983, p. viii). Schön’s theory argues that these kinds of professionals must posses an additional type of 
knowledge to the accepted technical or scientific knowledge, in order to solve non-standard problems. 
He suggests that professionals use intuitive forms of knowledge coupled with reflective processes to deal 
with situations they had not previously encountered. This intuitive knowledge, or knowing-in-action, as 
Schön argues, is implied without being stated. That is, it is tacit. The design studio is underpinned by an 
acknowledgement that to practice architecture (and other design professions for that matter) requires skills 
in synthesis and that the knowledge required cannot simply be imparted through traditional knowledge 
transfer activities, and therefore requires action as a means to develop this skill (Webster, 2004, p. 102).
Key to Schön’s theory and the conceptualisation of reflective practice is the valuing of personal 
experience as a form of knowledge for learning. This aligns with the concept of social value from the 
field of heritage, which seeks to acknowledge the uses associations and meanings that people have 
with places (ICOMOS Australia, 2013. Article 1.2). While the concept of reflection-in-action has been 
widely addressed as a theory that connects students’ design practice in the studio with their practice once 
they move out into the professional field, it has not been discussed as a pedagogical framework for the 
informal learning activities that happen outside of the studio. Students enrol in architectural education 
to learn and become skilled in the practice of architecture, yet their existing experience and embodied 
knowledge of the spatial world is not usually acknowledged. This chapter argues that students, like all 
individuals in society, observe, connect ideas and move through the built environment as members of 
the broader public. In other words, they arrive at universities with some form of spatial knowledge, one 
that is more readily understood as an informal experiential kind of knowledge in the reception of archi-
tecture. As has already been noted, reflection-in-action is well theorised in terms of the production of 
architecture. But its value and application to the reception of architecture and the consequent influence 
of this on the design studio, the educational setting for practicing the production of architecture has not 
been considered.
Reception and Teamwork in Architecture
Architecture, as well as many design disciplines, is not an individual activity, but one that requires working 
with others to solve complex problems and enable their realisation. However, the design studio reflects 
the architecture’s concern with the production of buildings and individual authorship (Stead & Garduño 
Freeman, 2013), rather than on the reception of buildings and teamwork. Architecture has historically 
focused on the process and reasoning of the production of buildings, on architects and their oeuvres, 
intellectual movements and aesthetic styles rather than the public perceptions of places and buildings 
in everyday life. Similarly, the emphasis on authorship has also constructed an idealised notion of the 
architect as singular, white, male - evident in popular characterisations, such as Howard Roark in Ayn 
Rand’s the Fountainhead and in commendation systems, such as the Pritzker Prize (Heynen, 2012; Stead, 
2006) rather than the architect as team member skilled in the processes of collaboration. Reception, 
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has been the domain of literary, media and cultural studies and teamwork the domain of organizational 
management and general education literature (Tucker & Abbasi, 2012). There are of course exceptions. 
Post-occupancy surveys that address the environmental sustainability of buildings could constitute a 
form of reception, as could architectural criticism or even architectural historiography, in the way it 
understands architectural works as having distinct meanings for particular groups at particular times. 
Teamwork, while strictly defined as members working together to produce a common output while 
sharing leadership and goals, involves group work, collaboration, peer learning and sharing. And both 
the reception of architecture and conceiving of architects as member of a team challenges the status 
quo, even though reception seeks to understand how others experience architecture, and teamwork, as 
Richard Tucker and Neda Abbasi argue, “is the linchpin of design practice” (2012).
The concern is to address how a collaborative approach to the reception of architecture can make 
a contribution to architectural education and in particular within the pedagogical space of the design 
studio. In their book on design education titled Design Expertise, Byran Lawson and Kees Dorst note 
the way in which design students appear to forget their own first hand knowledge of architecture and 
the built environment (Lawson & Dorst, 2009). To exemplify this they cite one of their students who 
was working on a multi-occupancy residential building, Lawson describes the way in which the student 
designed the entry to a dwelling with no landing to separate the stairs and the entry. When this issue with 
the planning arrangement was pointed out, the student agreed that this would indeed be problematic. 
The student was then queried on their observation of a similar situation in real life - it became clear 
that they had not been encouraged to draw upon and value their personal experience as a repository of 
knowledge about the architectural world (p. 249). This anecdote demonstrates the way informal learning 
and observation about the built environment is a rich source of knowledge for students, yet it also reveals 
the disconnection that can be often observed between a student’s experiences and individual reception 
of the built environment, and their understanding of the requirements in order to produce building. One 
of the intentions of CmyView is enabling the student to create a bridge between their knowledge of the 
existing world and the one they are designing through collaboration, thereby increasing their skills and 
understandings of architecture, and of each other’s views about architecture in a meaningful way.
Teamwork, in its strict definition, is less easily identified when considering the informal learning that 
occurs in the reception of buildings. This is especially so when they are enabled by mobile technologies 
because collaboration, particularly if it is asynchronous and mediated by technology, operates on several 
levels. While an individual may be carrying out an independent task, for example taking a photograph of 
the Sydney Opera House and posting it on Flickr, that same task can also contribute to a group repository 
of photographs on the same building, and further, those members of the group may together negotiate 
the associated meanings of this place (Garduño Freeman, 2010). Online interactions are dynamic and 
fluid and while social media platforms are initially designed to be used in particular ways, they are also 
open to new uses typified as a form of co-creation (Carvalho & Goodyear, 2014). With the higher rate of 
adoption of mobile digital technologies, social media and augmented interactions as ubiquitous to every-
day life and the experience of the built environment, understanding the informal learning opportunities 
and experiences enabled through these is becoming increasingly important. CmyView seeks to explore 
how such dynamic and fluid forms of collaboration around the reception of architecture can contribute 
to the learning experiences within the studio – perhaps be understood as a form of place-based networked 
learning, an emerging area of research (Carvalho, Goodyear, & de Laat, 2016).
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CMYVIEW
This section of the chapter describes CmyView and argues that the experiences central to its methodol-
ogy, in particular the idea of sharing embodied experiences of the built environment through walking and 
photography can act as a platform for students to develop important spatial and visual analytical skills 
with their peers, gain a broader understanding of the aspects which communities and the broader public 
value in places, and contextualise spatial ideas pertinent to design studio within the real context of the 
built environment. It does this by describing the experiences facilitated by the app and their theoretical 
underpinnings, and presenting initial findings from a pilot study that tests the preliminary aspects of the 
app and the conceptual methodology with four students at an Australian University.
The advent of new internet and communication technologies are blurring existing conceptions and 
definitions of community and audience, of education and entertainment and of communication and par-
ticipation. Digital media projects that seek to connect communities, people and place through participa-
tory cultures are an emerging area of creative design practice and interdisciplinary scholarly research. 
Social media is increasingly recognised as a means to gain insight on society and culture through shared 
visual phenomena (Burgess, 2009; van Dijck, 2008, 2011, 2013; Van House & Ames, 2007; Van House 
& Churchill 2008; Van House et al., 2004). This is exemplified in projects such as Murmur (CFC Media 
Lab, 2003), Sydney Sidetracks (Barnes), Mappiness (MacKerron & Mourato), Geocaching (Groundspeak 
Inc, 2000-16), Long Time, No See? (Armstrong, Sade, & Thomas, 2012-13) and City Souvenirs (Seisler 
& Bosque, 2010) that collect and engage with the societal values of places, and exemplify a shift towards 
creative, situated and embodied methods for qualitative and creative research.
Mappiness, a project by Dr. George MacKerron at the London School of Economics, maps people’s 
emotions alongside geographical location and social context to better understand wellbeing and urban 
climate. While Sydney Sidetracks, an ABC project by Sarah Barns, delivers archival audio material 
through mobile technologies in order to resituate history in place, and in the present. In contrast City 
Souvenirs is an on-going art project in which Nicole Seisler and Liene Bosque facilitate public walks 
during which participants are encouraged to make porcelain imprints of architecture. The porcelain im-
prints, facilitate conversations between participants, and videos of the walks are then posted online. Such 
explorative social projects that engage with experiences people have in the built environment, through 
visual, material and narrative exchanges, are only possible on a widespread scale because of digital 
media. These projects underscore the way digital media is commonplace within the social interactions 
and engagements that take place everyday.
The Mobile Application: Collecting and Sharing Experiences of Places
CmyView aims to deliver a mobile application tool that collects data in order to enable a better under-
standing and evidencing of people’s experiences and connections with place. The methodology of the 
mobile application will employ walking, photography and audio recordings, thereby combining embodied 
and creative methods in order to become integral to existing everyday practices. The application will 
facilitate two kinds of participation: The first experience will allow people to map their own walks and 
then share them on CmyView. Using spatial mapping technology, the app will track the route walked 
and connect this with photographs taken by the participant during the journey. Each photograph is de-
scribed as a ‘view’ and is described as something significant or of interest to the individual. The number 
of ‘views’ depends on the distance walked; the further an individual walks the more views that can be 
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made. Making the number of views available dependent on the distance walked is an important incen-
tive to users to move through the built environment. It also increases the focus on choosing something 
significant, rather than taking photographs in a limitless way. After each view has been made, users are 
asked to make an audio recording describing why the view was taken and what in the view was significant 
to them. This is a reflective process that makes Schön’s notions of reflection in action an explicit part 
of the experience. The use of audio recordings also is important; it permits the physical experience of 
walking to continue while also recording. This is in contrast to the discontinuity required if comments 
were typed in textually. The app will then package the route, the photos and audio recordings into a 
shareable audio-photo-walk that others can share and participate in.
The second experience enables people to engage in one of the walks that has been contributed. In 
this version of the experience the app enables individuals to see the built environment through someone 
else’s eyes. In this mode the walk becomes a visual treasure hunt where the photographs and comments 
of the contributor act as signposts that guide the experience, and the audio recordings describe the way 
the other person sees the built environment. The audio recordings here also play a role in enabling emo-
tion to be communicated, and to create a level of intimacy that is more difficult to achieve via textual 
means. By engaging in one of the shared walks it is intended participants will gain an understanding of 
how others experience the world, what is important to them, how they value the built environment and 
consider how this affects their own views. Collecting and sharing, and engaging in walks on CmyView 
can be done individually or in groups, but the app enables all users to collaborate in documenting the 
reception of the built environment. In doing so, it offer participants several important ways of experiencing 
architecture and the built environment that compliments the constraints of the design studio (Figure 1).
CMYVIEW: PILOT AND METHODOLOGY
The preliminary app and methodology of CmyView was tested in September 2015 with four students 
enrolled in design studio at an Australian university. The aim of this small pilot was to gain information 
on the task (walking, photographing and making audio-recordings) and the reaction of users during the 
two experiences. While the numbers of the study were limited, data was collected in a variety of forms 
in order to gain a sound understanding of the potential of the project. The results discussed below, whilst 
promising, should be seen as initial insights into the potential of CmyView to contribute to architectural 
Figure 1. Conceptual diagram by the author, which explains how CmyView a social media app can share 
people’s views about the places they care about
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education. It is intended to develop the app into a full prototype stage and conduct more extensive testing 
in 2016 with approximately 50-100 individuals.
Students were asked to undertake two walks, one to ‘collect’ views and the second to ‘share’ views. 
The students went out during a design studio session to the local environment that surrounds the uni-
versity campus. The walks were not related to the design studio project. Students were then instructed 
to take an individual walk (approx. 30 minutes) and make between 6-12 views of aspects they felt were 
significant to them. A neutral stance was important in order to enable students to capture aspects both 
positive and negative (or simply interesting or odd). Because the app prototype is still in development, 
students made the walk using the native camera application of an iPad and recorded their audio on the 
‘voice memos’ app. Photographs, audio recordings, and geo location identifiers of each participant’s 
walk were collected as data. Students then completed a short 5-10 minute online survey of open-ended 
questions about their experience.
The second walk was undertaken a week later at the same time of day. The data collected the previous 
week had been manually entered into an existing app that enables the design and sharing of custom walk-
ing tours titled ‘TourBuddy’. Each student’s walk from the previous week was set up on Tourbuddy as an 
individual route where the photographs had geo location identifiers so that they could be re-contextualised 
in the built environment. Each student selected one of the other’s walks to undertake and was asked to 
find each of the photographs taken in the surrounding environment to the campus and to listen to the 
audio recordings for each of the walk’s views. This too, was completed individually. After this second 
walk, students were again asked to complete a short 5-10 minute online survey of open-ended questions 
about their experience (Figure 2).
Walks and Photographs as an Educational Modality
Walking is central to human existence.2 In Wanderlust, Rebecca Solnit (2000) offers a cultural history of 
walking where she articulates the ways in which walking is embedded in daily life. Solnit explores the 
way walking intersects with the sacred in the form of the pilgrimage, its use as a type of mediation, and 
its centrality to landscape forms such as the labyrinth. She describes the way it can help us think in new 
Figure 2. How the pilot tests were carried out using alternative software.
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ways or simply become a form of transport to reach a destination. Walking is an embodied experience, 
both as an activity and biologically in terms of its effects on our anatomical evolution. Walking is a way 
to increase fitness and a means to unclutter the mind. Walking gives entry into many different kinds 
of experiences, and critically, situates such questions as the significance of place in situ, rather than in 
the realm of memory where it resides in the design studio. Embodied engagements, such as walking, 
are already recognised to have a significant impact on creativity and reflective thinking (Barns, 2011; 
Bendiner-Viani, 2005; Middleton, 2010; Oppezzo & Schwartz, 2014). Marily Oppezzo and Daniel L. 
Schwartz state that being physically active through walking can change our mental state and increase 
creativity, during and for a period afterwards (2014, p. 1148). This increase in creativity coupled with 
the simultaneous experiencing of place and reflecting on its personal value has the potential to encourage 
architecture students to connect the activity of design with their own personal experiences of architecture 
and the built environment.
New research in the social sciences also offers valuable arguments for developing creative and reflec-
tive ways to understand people’s sense of their own identity or attitudes to specific issues. Rather than 
the traditional approaches, such as questionnaires or focus groups to understand peoples’ ideas about 
their identity, Professor of Media, Art and Design, David Gauntlett, argues that creative practices, such 
as making things or in this case taking photographs, can offer a reflective process for individuals that 
gives a richer and deeper understanding of the social processes taking place (Gauntlett, 2007, 2011; 
Gauntlett & Holzwarth, 2006). Traditional approaches to sociology frame the dynamic and complex 
socio-cultural processes of the connections between people and place as singular direct responses to 
the physical environment. Further as already highlighted earlier, architecture, and traditional research 
methods, tend to overlook the critical role that visual representations play in forming and informing our 
ideas about the built environment (Garduño Freeman, 2010, 2013; Rattenbury, 2002; Stead & Garduño 
Freeman, 2013). So by making representations of architecture and the built environment whilst being in 
place, participants in CmyView are required to reflect on what is of value, why and for whom. Taking 
photographs might at first seem a thoughtless process, but when framed as a creative task much like the 
design studio brief, it can become an opportunity for sharing views and developing a better understand-
ing of place.
A further aspects of architectural practice needs to be taken into account to evaluate walking and 
sharing photographs as a way of connecting the tasks of the design studio with students’ experiential 
knowledge of the built environment. While it may appear contradictory, architectural practice is not the 
practice of making buildings; architects do not do the physical labour of construction. Rather, they make 
drawings, that is, representations, for others to carry out this work. This conflation has consequences for 
the way in which representations and built architectural objects are inextricably entwined and ‘slippery’. 
As Kester Rattenbury observes:
Architecture’s relationship with its representation is peculiar, powerful and absolutely critical. Archi-
tecture is driven by belief in the nature of the real and the physical: the specific qualities of one thing 
– its material, form, arrangement, substance, detail – over another. It is absolutely rooted in the idea of 
‘the thing itself’. Yet it is discussed, illustrated, explained – even defined – almost entirely through its 
representations. (Rattenbury, 2002, p. xxi)
The conflation between the built architectural object and its representation in drawings, models and 
even gestures is perhaps, nowhere more prevalent than in the design studio. Discussions between tutors 
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and students in the design studio about the qualities, characteristics and value of design proposals and 
existing architectural precedents, occur entirely through representations. Part of the pedagogical premise 
of CmyView is to use representations as a means to connect students’ observations outside the studio, 
with the discussions and decisions that take place within it. Ostwald and Williams note that educational 
researchers argue that the emphasis on design studio within architectural education is necessary because 
this skill takes time to mature (2008a). Design requires students to develop the ability to synthesise 
creative ideas with technical and theoretical knowledge, and one way to assist this development is for 
them to make connections between the representations that are so central to architectural practice and 
education, and their own experiences of architecture within the built environment.
The development of digital photography and its incorporation into mobile communication devices 
has made photographs a ubiquitous part of everyday culture. Whilst photographs have always played 
a social role (Chalfen, 1987), their value as mementos has expanded to include their use as messages:
When pictures became a visual language conveyed through the channel of a communication medium, the 
value of individual pictures decreases while the general significance of visual communication increases. 
A thousand pictures sent over the phone may now be worth a single word: ‘see!’. Taking, sending and 
receiving photographs is a real-time experience and, like spoken words, image exchanges are not meant 
to be archived (Van House et al., 2005). Because of their abundance, these photographs gain value as 
‘moments’, while losing value as mementoes. (van Dijck, 2008, p. 59)
Photography is a performance of seeing and representing. In the process of taking a photograph the 
photographer frames a picture, making decisions about what to include and exclude from the frame. 
Recording a comment about that image and then curating a collection of images relating to a walk re-
quires a process of reflection on the experience of the physical act of walking through space. Such an 
open ended process of playful reflection-in-action (Schön, 1985) about the individual’s experience of 
the built environment, offers an informal learning experience that can contribute to their understandings 
of the production of architecture in the design studio.
COLLECTING: REFLECTION-IN-ACTION THROUGH RECEPTION
In the CmyView pilot, each of the students undertook a distinct route in the urban environment that 
surrounds the university campus. (See Figure 3). However, three out of four students walked towards 
the waterfront area, only one student kept directly away from this. This is interesting because there is a 
significant difference in urban quality between the ‘leisure’ zone of the waterfront, which is very well 
maintained and has several tourist attractions, and the more ‘urban’ areas of the city without vistas and 
‘things to see’. To develop a better understanding of what drew each student’s attention, their route needs 
to be coupled with photographs and comments, in other words, their ‘views’.
The views made by each of the students who participated in the CmyView pilot all displayed quite 
distinct visual approaches to ‘seeing’ the built environment (See Figure 4). Their individual perspec-
tives were not readily drawn from the photographs alone, but from the combined photograph and audio 
recording. One student repeatedly questioned why areas of the city were left unused, unkempt or in 
disrepair observing: “So its three thirty in the middle of the working week, middle of the working day. 
Why is there only one car in this carpark? It’s meant to be the city…well not really a city but a town. 
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Figure 3. Student pilot of CmyView ‘collecting’ walks
Figure 4. Photographs from student pilot of CmyView ‘collecting’ walks
From top: questioning, heritage and icons, aesthetics and composition and re-observing the everyday
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Why is it so empty? Just makes no sense…”. Another focused on taking photographs and commenting 
on architectural examples that traditionally constitute heritage and iconic symbols of the area. After 
photographing the waterfront area this student commented “I chose this view because I think it is very 
iconic of what Geelong is as a waterfront city or town, um, the iconic and very recognisable sculpture 
pieces that you see in the background of the image show that tie back the Geelong waterfront and what 
we all know to be the Bay”. The third student had a very different approach. The student was drawn to 
make views because of the images’ aesthetic qualities, both in terms of composition, colour, form and 
light. The photographs taken depicted lights, trees backlit by the sunset and architectural and urban details. 
The student commented that they “like[d] this image because it showed repetition and harmony and it 
was orderly and its [was] also very dynamic”. The final student took images of aspects of the city that 
he noticed because of the activity of participating in the CmyView pilot, areas that were commonplace 
experiences to them, but that became interesting through the act of photography. This was most clearly 
expressed in the first image taken, where they commented:
This first view I found interesting for the exercise in that it’s a space I would walk through, probably 
every day um but its [sic] not until you have an exercise like this where like this where you stop and 
think about it that I really appreciate the old and new I suppose you see through the old beams and then 
the clean sort of white plasterboard and then also in the right hand corner you the um the light which 
is backlit up the beam… I thought was really interesting.
What is clear from these walks and photographs is the distinct approach to ‘seeing’ the built environ-
ment that each student has, and the value of a reflective exercise in observation. It drew out their own 
knowledge through reflection-in-actions and validates their existing experience of the built environment. 
The task of walking, taking photographs and making audio recordings resulted in students documenting 
their own visual perspective on the built environment as a form of visual critique. From a pedagogical 
perspective, it was also valuable to understand how students perceive the built environment and what as-
pects they value when given an open opportunity, as opposed to a directed task to solve a design problem.
Schön’s theories of reflective practice can not only be used to describe the messy creative processes that 
are at the centre of the practice of design (Kinsella, 2007, p. 103), but can also be a valuable framework 
for understanding the importance of embodiment, both in the studio and, by extension, in the activities 
prompted by CmyView. The work of Inger Mewburn (2009, 2011) situates the use of ‘gesture’ as central 
to the design studio. Her study of the role of physical movement in describing designs alongside draw-
ings, models and collaborative imagining between students and tutors brings to light the overlooked 
role of embodiment as an essential component of the studio. Mewburn both challenges Schön’s theory 
of reflection-in-action and adds to it, by introducing the idea of ‘embodiment’ and ‘performativity’ as 
components of the design studio pedagogy. Mewburn’s work demonstrates the contribution that students’ 
embodied experiences using drawings and models to explain their idea contributes to their learning. 
David Kirsch, a scholar of embodied cognition argues for the potential of the connection between our 
minds, bodies and technologies. He asserts that humans think with their bodies as well as their brains. 
Tools enable interactions that are likely to change perception and therefore thinking. Kirsch states that 
“the concepts and beliefs we have about the world are grounded in our perceptual-action experience 
with things, and the more we have tool mediated experiences the more our understanding of the world is 
situated in the way we interact through tools” (Kirsh, 2013, p. 3:3). In other words, the knowing gained 
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by doing (both formally in the studio and informally as part of everyday life) is more powerful than the 
passive consumption of information.
In the CmyView first post walk survey, students were asked about their experience. Their responses 
indicate that their conscious focus was on ‘seeing’ and ‘observing’ the built environment in the im-
mediate surrounds to the campus. The activity of taking photographs was central to enabling them to 
‘see’. One student commented that taking photographs made them “actually consider more deeply why 
I noticed the things I did and what significance those places had”, another stated: “I was much more 
conscious of the environment that I was walking through. What was I seeing, what was happening and 
most importantly for me why was this happening, why was this here?”. Students saw the task of taking 
photographs as an active process of making representations that allowed them to document their recep-
tion of the places they visited thereby seeing familiar places in a new way. Interestingly their responses 
to the value of walking as part of the collecting experience in the pilot study were less explicit. One 
student commented “By walking and paying a closer attention on little aspects that intrigue us, makes 
you critique the one dimensionality of the views you take for granted every day”. Students’ understand-
ing of the effect of walking on creativity appeared to be implicit rather than explicit. Overall, students 
reported that the collecting CmyView exercise could contribute to their design studio learning as “a great 
source of inspiration for design” and that it could “potentially encourage you to be more critical of your 
understanding in your studio research or drawings you read”. Another interesting outcome was the way 
the experience was seen as a scaffolded exercise that contributed to their presenting skills: “in a way it 
is like presenting your design at final review. You must think about what it is you are saying and how 
you compose the view. It links to how clearly are you able to communicate with words and a graphic 
a story”. Whilst the first CmyView walk where students mapped their views was not a typical design 
studio activity, students were clearly able to make connections with how it could extend their learning, 
experience, knowledge and criticality beyond the boundaries of the studio.
SHARING: INFORMAL NETWORKED LEARNING AS TEAMWORK
Engaging through informal learning networks may be seen as a contentious definition of teamwork. 
As has already been noted, teamwork is usually distinguished from groupwork, where members focus 
on a common outcome (Tucker & Abbasi, 2012). However, in an informal setting mediated by digital 
technologies, activities, intentions, interactions and negotiations occur more fluidly, and an individual 
task, such as the collecting of views from the CmyView pilot study, may then be used to achieve a team 
goal, such as understanding others’ experiences of the built environment. Central to both teamwork and 
informal networked learning is the idea of sharing. Whilst students may not be focused on developing 
a design outcome, the synchronous and asynchronous experiences shared and enabled by mobile tech-
nologies and digital platforms offer a less pressured and more conversational space for collaboration. 
This, one might argue, offers a way for students to see the world through each other’s eyes – that is, to 
share their experiences outside the studio in order to develop a critical discourse and an understanding 
about people’s diverse experiences of the built environment within the pedagogy of the studio. Without 
sharing, students cannot come together around a touchstone experience, through which they can judge, 
argue and position their own design ideas. The experiences of students documenting their views using 
the CmyView methodology that has been outlined in the section above shows that there are valuable 
learning outcomes that can contribute to design studio learning, enabled by the process of walking, tak-
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ing photographs and making audio recordings. How might the sharing of these walks be understood? 
Unlike the collecting part of the CmyView pilot, which produced tangible data, such as geo location, 
photographs and audio recordings, the sharing of walks can only be analysed by asking students how 
this experience changed their understandings of their initial CmyView walk.
After students had undertaken another person’s walk they were asked to complete a short online 
survey that contained five open-ended questions. Initially they were asked to describe their experience 
of another student’s CmyView walk. Overall, they commented that it was interesting to see and hear 
their peer’s views of the surrounding areas of the university. In particular, they noted that seeing and 
hearing someone else’s perspectives, distinct from their own, offered new insights, both about the built 
environment, but also about the way each person observes the world. One student commented:
It was a completely different experience to my own as different views were selected. Even if we were 
looking at the same views, this person clearly had a different perspective on what they saw. It just goes 
to show that there isn’t one way of seeing things, and this theory is not exclusive to views.
This reveals that students can appreciate their distinct ways of seeing, and to value the opportunity 
to engage with other ways of seeing the world. They described the sharing experience as intimate and 
being an opportunity to “enter into someone else’s headspace and see things the way they do.” Further 
it affected and changed their understanding of their own walk – one student stated “Considering it was 
a similar walk to the one I completed I found their views to be different to mine. It made me reconsider 
again why I chose the views I did.” They also expanded their concepts of what constituted the built 
environment.: “Something that was interesting with the other person’s walk that I completed was that 
a lot of what was captured was not specifically buildings. It broadened my under-standing of built 
environment towards how we shape our natural environment also.” These comments are particularly 
interesting because these students had already spent approximately six to eight weeks working together 
in the design studio on the assigned project brief. They had already formed collegiate relationships and 
shared experiences within the studio. Yet in undertaking a CmyView walk they were able to engage 
with each other in new ways that offered broader but significant learning outcomes for them. So how 
can such learning experiences be theorized?
Extending the Design Studio through Informal Learning Networks
Scholarship on informal learning networks is founded on the notion that learning is not limited to formal 
educational settings but that it can also take place through the social and material interactions of everyday 
life. While research on informal learning has emerged alongside the rise of internet and communication 
technologies, as a consequence of Web 2.0, social media and the participatory turn, Lucila Carvalho 
and Peter Goodyear observe in their book The Architecture of Productive Learning Networks, that it 
has a much longer history in pre-digital forms (2014, p. 4). Carvalho and Goodyear define learning as 
a change of behaviour that results from a particular experience. However, they propose that such an 
explicit definition is limiting; “learning may lead to a richer understanding of some phenomenon, or to 
experience change in one’s sense of self, without anyone else being able to detect a change in behaviour” 
(2014, p. 5). Carvalho and Goodyear argue that learning can be a direct consequence or incidental to 
some other activity, but that neither form should be marginalised.
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Carvalho and Goodyear analyse several social media platforms in terms of their value as informal 
learning networks (2014). They take an activity centred approach that focuses on what people are actu-
ally doing, both in physical space and in the online environment (or combinations of the two). In The 
Architecture of Productive Learning Networks they offer a framework for the analysis of media platforms 
such as iSpot, Virtual Choir and Diseña el Cambio as informal learning networks. The framework is 
centred on the tasks, emergent activities and resulting outcomes, but importantly incorporates the 
physically situated spaces and places, artefacts, tools and texts, and the dyads, groups, communities and 
social structures, as essential elements of the learning experience (Carvalho & Goodyear, 2014, p. 59). 
Their emphasis on sharing and interaction offers a theoretical framework though which to understand, 
develop and investigate the potentials of CmyView as enabling teamwork around the reception of the 
built environment. While students were not formally engaged in teamwork, collaborating and sharing 
are essential components of the CmyView methodology. Collecting views opened students to new 
perspectives on familiar environment, and sharing views enabled them to understand others’ views and 
that there are a diverse range of experiences, but the effects beyond the exercise in terms of develop-
ing student’s ability to interact and discuss aspects of the built environment in face to face interactions 
was an unexpected yet important outcome. When asked in the survey completed after undertaking one 
of their peers walks, whether participating in the CmyView pilot had prompted any conversations, all 
four students responded that it had. They commented on both pragmatic aspects of the research – the 
configuration of the tools, the app interface and problems that were encountered – and about the way 
sharing the experience enabled them to acknowledge their differing approaches to the same task. One 
student said “we were all enlightened that even though we are situated in the same area and exposed to 
the same areas, we are provoked and drawn to different details and aspects.” There was a sense of surprise 
and discovery in finding out what they had each achieved. They noted that the experience “was more 
than just a photo, people liked the way that the audio voiced the meaning behind the view.” Students’ 
responses clearly indicate that participating in the CmyView pilot enriched their understanding of the 
built environment around their campus, of their own visual approach to the built environment and to 
the approach of others. Such feedback is promising in terms of developing ways that students can draw 
on their existing knowledge and experience of the built environment while collaborating to document 
their reception of places. Importantly, these skills develop not in isolation or individually, but together 
though sharing, in an informal form of teamwork. Complementing the design studio, through informal 
experiences that connect students formal experiences with their own informal learning, perhaps offers 
a means to address critiques about the design studio’s emphasis on production and individual notions 
of authorship and to incorporate broader views and social issues such as equity, inclusivity and social 
justice into student learning outcomes (Anderson, 2014, p. 16; Elger & Russell, 2006, p. 112).While 
CmyView is in its initial stages of development, the pilot study demonstrates how sharing can be un-
derstood as an informal form of teamwork, when enabled through mobile digital technologies, and one 
that can contribute to the pedagogy of the design studio.
FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS
CmyView, discussed in this chapter is a small pilot study. However, its innovative approach and method-
ology connects informal learning to the reception of architecture thereby making a significant contribu-
tion to the topic of the book. The CmyView app will be completed in 2016 and there are plans to gain 
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funding for a series of larger evaluation studies, both within an architectural educational setting, and 
with general public and with the heritage sector. Comments and contributions from readers are welcome.
CONCLUSION
Mobile digital technologies are sometimes touted as the panacea for all problems. But like previous shifts 
in media, initial polarised reactions soon make way for more complex and nuanced understandings of the 
potential they bring to existing practices. The design studio is a highly contested but unique pedagogical 
space in architectural education. Here, the historical and contemporary tensions between architectural 
practice, the profession and the academy are played out. While there are substantive critiques about the 
ambiguities within the pedagogy of the design studio this can also be seen as an opportunity to innovate 
by incorporating students’ personal experiences of the built environment into the educational space. By 
integrating ideas from the studio, such as creative methods, with the potential that mobile communica-
tion technologies bring for embodied experiences, in situ, through representations, CmyView has the 
capacity to connect production to reception, individual work with collaboration and the space of the 
studio with the everyday.
CmyView, with its focus on mapping social values, sharing these through a digital platform, and 
engaging by experiencing places through the eyes of others, can be conceived of as an informal learning 
network focused on collaboration around the reception of the built environment. Such a digital platform 
can potentially increase the sense of community and participation within the design studio as well as 
contribute to improving the student’s connection with their everyday observations and experiences. By 
emphasising sharing, as much as individual reflection-in-action, the app extends the boundaries of the 
studio into the lived experiences of students.
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KEY TERMS AND DEFINITIONS
Creative Methodologies: Research at the intersection of creative disciplines and sociology that use 
less traditional approaches to social questions.
Design Studio: A central part of the architectural curriculum that emulates practice.
Informal Networked Learning: Describes learning outcomes through peer-to-peer, social media 
and participatory platforms that have emerged alongside Web 2.0.
Mobile Digital Technologies: Mobile phones and tablets where users can download small applica-
tions (apps).
Production of Architecture: Activities that precede the realisation of buildings e.g. commissioning, 
concept design, development, documentation and construction.
Reception of Architecture: How architecture is experienced after construction, directly and through 
media, in images, text, films and other types of representations.
Social Value: A form of place significance within the field of heritage which acknowledges the 
connections, uses and forms of attachment that people have with particular buildings, or sites in urban 
settings in contrast to forms of significance which require expert interpretation.
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ENDNOTES
1  This observation is based on first-hand teaching experience and discussions with colleagues from 
other universities.
2  I acknowledge that such a statement might appear to exclude individuals who are unable to walk, 
however the same effects can perhaps be achieved by moving through space at a similar speed.
